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Abstract: Using a modiﬁed form of the location quotient, a ‘‘growth quotient,’’ this study
traces the survival and growth for the headquarters of publicly listed ﬁrms in the United
States. At the county level, the spatial concentrations of headquarters listed in 1997 are
correlated with the spatial concentrations of corporate headquarters that survived from
1986 though 1996. Counties that house the headquarters of many different survival ﬁrms
continue to spawn new headquarters. Counties with headquarters of survival ﬁrms in
only one or two industries tend to maintain and spawn ﬁrms in only those industries.
These conclusions support the Porter thesis that ﬁrms will spatially cluster for competitive
advantage.
Introduction
Corporations and real estate analysts often disagree on the future locations of
corporate headquarters. The ‘‘believers of the virtual company,’’ (Brydon, 1998)1
disperse ofﬁce centers across nations and around the world like pearls on a string,
while the ‘‘synergy subscribers’’ cluster headquarters of similar type ﬁrms (Porter,
1998).
This study traces the survival and birth of corporate headquarters for exchange listed
ﬁrms in the United States from 1986 through 1997. The research questions are: (1)
Do counties that house the headquarters of many different types of ﬁrms that survived
over this period continue to spawn new headquarters in general? Does agglomeration
still hold? and (2) Do counties with a contingent of headquarters of ﬁrms that survived
in only one or two specialized industries spawn headquarters in those same industries
to the exclusion of other industries?
This study uses a modiﬁed form of the location quotient, designated herein as the
‘‘growth quotient,’’ in order to trace the spatial concentrations of headquarters.
Background
Since Schumpeter (1934) proposed that capitalism spawned waves of innovation and
destruction, the theories about the location of new ﬁrm activity have focused on: (1)
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product life cycle development (Klepper, 1990); (2) the necessary infrastructure
support and the minimization of labor costs and transportation for supplies and for
delivery of goods to the market (Ihlanfeldt, 1990); and (3) competition among spatial
duopolies (Anderson, 1992).
Much of the new thought about the decentralization of ﬁrms and industries has focused
on the location of the production facilities (as opposed to the headquarters) that
maximize the production function and minimize costs and access to markets. A recent
study by Ellison and Gleaser (1997) suggested that locating plants might initially be
viewed as throwing a dart at a map. However, after using a variant of the Herfandahl
model to study the location of 459 plants within manufacturing four-digit standard
industrial classiﬁcation (SIC) industries, they concluded that geographic concentration
is ubiquitous. They do not attempt to explain the why of concentration, other than to
suggest natural advantages, competitive spillover, inertia and accidents of history.
As the economy in the United States evolves, the supply and transportation cost
constraints are lifted and new factors determine where the economic activities of
planning and production occur. This study relies on the assumptions that the location
of new corporate headquarters, as opposed to the production facility, is a two-step
process. First, the executives and entrepreneurs of the new ﬁrm search for a suitable
and appropriate environment that not only includes the traditional infrastructure
elements of transportation, taxes and labor, but also quality of life, educational support
and a nurturing, diversiﬁed economic base. Sites are screened to meet the minimum
thresholds. [The production function does not adjoin the headquarters. See Shilton
and Stanley (1999) for a review of the transformation of the production function to a
productivity function in which the location of the headquarters is not affected by the
actual costs of production.] Secondly, the executives and entrepreneurs screen sites
that optimize the technical and marketing strategies of the new business activity. An
important element in the business strategy is the degree to which the ﬁrm needs to
be aware of its competition. Porter (1998) explains that ‘‘competition awareness’’
increases the likelihood that ﬁrms of a similar nature will cluster.
Many of the headquarters of the Fortune 500 ﬁrms, Holloway and Wheeler (1991)
noted, are located in established metropolitan areas because of the beneﬁts of
agglomeration (Mills, 1967). However, they predict that the headquarters of the
Fortune 500 will disperse into a grid of four to six cells across the nation that mirrors
population migration. In agreement with this predicted dispersion, Barro’s (1992)
equilibrium theory postulates that economic activity shifts from high cost areas to low
cost areas until costs converge across markets. Although Holloway and Wheeler
suggest that headquarters will disperse, the upheaval in corporate public relations,
litigation and regulation may channel headquarters to major metropolitan areas, which
are the judicial, money and media centers.
Shilton and Stanley (1999) reviewed the theoretical debate about the location of
headquarters and present a latitudinal view of 1996 headquarters clustering.THE SURVIVAL AND BIRTH OF FIRMS 171
They showed that signiﬁcant clustering of headquarters occurs in the oil and gas,
machinery, business services, and combined media-communications and ﬁnancial
services sectors. Some cities contained clusters of headquarters from many industrial
groupings within the SIC codes. Other cities were headquarter clusters for one or two
industries.
These clusters of existing ﬁrms have been relatively stable. Louargand and Shilton
(1997) traced the movement of more than two thousand corporate headquarters that
survived from 1986 through 1996 and found that only 10% of these ﬁrms had moved
from one metropolitan area to another. The headquarters of 1455 ﬁrms either remained
at the same address or moved within the same county. Those that moved within the
county often moved within the same zipcode or adjoining zipcode. These corporate
headquarters are designated as the ‘‘survival headquarters’’ in this study.
Research Design
The dispersion theory of Holloway and Wheeler (1991) holds that headquarters are
no longer bound physically to older established metropolitan centers. If headquarters
of ﬁrms still cluster, that theory would be rejected. In each county, there would be a
signiﬁcant relationship between the number of survival headquarters and the number
of total headquarters of ﬁrms located there in 1997.
The research propositions are:
n The spawning factor. The number of new ﬁrm headquarters will locate
in a county proportional to the number of existing survival ﬁrms.
n The uniqueness factor. Counties with a few clusters of headquarters
in one of two industries will continue to generate ﬁrms in those
industries.
n The diversity factor. Counties that are diversiﬁed in their headquarters
will continue to spawn a mix of headquarters.
Was the number of survival headquarters a factor in the spawning new headquarters?
If the Holloway-Wheeler dispersion theory does not hold, then the number of 1997
headquarters ﬁrms will be proportional to the number of survival ﬁrms. A simple
ordinary least squares regression tests this relationship:
Number of 1997 firms 5 Function of number of survival (1986–1997) firms, (1)
at the county level.
If the headquarters of new ﬁrms locate near the headquarters of ﬁrms of similar
industries, the growth quotients (GQ) will be similar across counties. A modiﬁed
form of the location quotient, which is designated as a GQ, for a given SIC is
used:172 JOURNAL OF REAL ESTATE RESEARCH
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(Number 1997 headquarters in a SIC, by county)
(Number 1997 headquarters in a SIC, nationally)
5 Q. (2)
(Number survival headquarters in a SIC, by county)
(Number survival headquarters in a SIC, nationally)
Counties that continue to capture a greater than average share of new headquarters in
a growing SIC will have a GQ greater than one. If the county lost its attractive power,
the GQ will be less than one. (For many counties, the Q will be zero since there were
no survival ﬁrms in a given SIC.) A shift-share measure is not used because it
measures changes in total employment or headquarters from one period to another.
The growth quotient is a ratio for a given point of time, 1997, between one group of
headquarters, the survival headquarters, compared to total headquarters.
Did the counties with groups of survival ﬁrms in SICs equally capture new corporate
headquarter growth in those SICs? Of interest is if the growth in new ﬁrms of a given
SIC at the county level was proportional to the survival headquarters within that SIC.
Did the new headquarters in that SIC ﬂock to only one or two counties or was the
growth random? The chi-square non-parametric frequency test was used2 to test if the
individual county growth quotients were the same. If the growth quotients are similar,
then the chi-square statistic would not be statistically signiﬁcant. Similar growth
quotients imply that new headquarters were equally captured among survival
headquarter counties.
Did counties with unique SIC survival headquarter clusters continue to maintain that
unique clustering? Shilton and Stanley (1999) showed that some industries tended to
cluster uniquely with no spatial overlap. A paired sample t-test was used to compare
the existence and magnitude of the growth quotients among counties for each SIC
group compared to every other SIC group. If the growth quotient for each SIC for
each county were similar, there would be no statistical difference between counties.
The t-Statistic would not be signiﬁcant.
Did diversity beget diversity? To test if diversity begets diversity, the Hachman
Diversity Index is used:
1
Diversity Index 5 , (3)
Eij * E OSD ij EUSj
where Eij 5 percentage headquarters in a two-digit SIC for county i, at time j, and
EUSj 5 percentage headquarters in a two digit SIC at time j.
The resulting values range from one, a value that implies the county is as diversiﬁed
as the U.S., to zero, a value that implies no diversiﬁcation or no headquarters. Indices
are constructed based on surviving ﬁrms and on the 1997 ﬁrms for each county.THE SURVIVAL AND BIRTH OF FIRMS 173
Exhibit 1
1997 Headquarters of Publicly Listed Firm
Exhibit 2
Survival Firms in Core Counties174 JOURNAL OF REAL ESTATE RESEARCH
VOLUME 17, NUMBER 1/2, 1999
Exhibit 3
Survival and New Firms, United States
Exhibit 4
Survival and New Firms, NETHE SURVIVAL AND BIRTH OF FIRMS 175
Exhibit 5
Headquarters Survival—Growth Function
DF Sum of Squares Mean Square
Regression 1 487,934.24 487,934.24
Residual 722 88,186.65 122.14
Note: The dependent variable is the Total Number of Headquarters in 1997 in a county. The
independent variable is the Number of Headquarters, survived, 1986-96 in a county. Multiple R 5
.9203; R2 5 .8469; Adjusted R2 5 .8467; F 5 3994. 81 and Signif. F 5 .000. For variable SURV8696,
B 5 4.568, SE B 5 .072, Beta 5 .920, T 5 63.2 and Sig T 5 .000* (signiﬁcant at the 95% level). For
the constant, B 52 .168, SE B 5 .436, T 52 0.4 and Sig T 5 .700.
Outlier counties with more or fewer headquarters than predicted:
San Jose, more Dallas, more
New York, more Oakland, fewer
Los Angeles, fewer Chicago, DuPage, more
Lowell Ma, Middlesex, more Hartford, fewer
San Diego, more Las Vegas, Clark, fewer
An OLS regression tests which industrial sectors (SICs) added or decreased diversity
as determined by OLS regression:
Diversity Difference 5 F{(SIC1) 1 (SIC2) 1 ...1 (SIC89)}, (4)
where the variable for each SIC is the number of headquarters in each county.
The Data
The database for the headquarters for all ﬁrms was created from the 1997 Demand
Research directory of publicly listed ﬁrms that details the characteristics and location
of each ﬁrm listed on the New York, American and NASDAQ exchanges. The primary
four-digit SIC code for each ﬁrm was truncated to a two-digit SIC code. The
metropolitan code, county code (ﬁpsco), zipcode and street address for each
headquarters were recorded for each ﬁrm.
The survival headquarters’ database was created by taking the 1996 Demand Research
ﬁle and then checking to see if the ﬁrm existed in 1986 according to the 1986 Moody’s
industrial manuals. If the ﬁrm existed in 1986, the street address, zipcode and political
unit of the headquarters were recorded and compared with the 1996 listing. Only
ﬁrms that were located in the same county in 1986 and 1996 were used.
Results
Demand Research listed 6525 headquarters in 723 counties in 1997. Thirty counties
housed more than more than 50% of the headquarters. Exhibit 1 underscores the176 JOURNAL OF REAL ESTATE RESEARCH







































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Denver Denver 0.34 4.39
Bergen, NJ Bergen 1.25 3.19 0.66 0.86 3.26 7.66 1.66 1.43
Nassua, NY Suffolk 1.97 0.46 2.23 2.19 1.42 1.45 1.66 4.68
Fort Lauderdale Broward 1.63 2.57 1.72
Philadelphia Chester 0.82 0.57 1.33 2.49
Washington Montgomery 1.64 0.69 2.19 0.83 1.17 8.00
Washington Fairfax 1.68
St. Louis St. Louis 1.46 1.93 0.69 1.85 0.83
Hartford Hartford 8.77 2.13 1.38 1.63 1.58
Middlesex, NJ Middlesex 1.65 3.19 3.85 0.66 1.48 2.18 0.63
Columbus Franklin 1.64 0.57 2.18 0.95 1.75
New York Westchester 2.55 0.66
Milwaukee Milwaukee 1.59 3.85 1.64 1.88 0.87 0.95 1.75
Cincinnati Hamilton 1.46 3.19 3.28 2.30 6.50 1.24 1.42
Fort Worth Tarrant 0.92 1.59 3.85 1.72 2.18 1.89 7.66 3.32
W. Palm Beach Palm Beach 1.93 0.49 1.85 0.63
Chicago Lake 1.28 1.28 1.93 1.25 1.63 0.95
Boston Norfolk 2.19 1.25 5.53
Indianapolis Marion 1.89 2.55 1.33
Philadelphia Philadelphia 4.39
Tampa Pinellas
Detroit Oakland 4.39 3.19 3.28 3.45 1.91 1.16 3.59
Minneapolis Ramsey 3.85 1.93 1.15 3.26 2.65






















































































Salt Lake Salt Lake 1.93 0.86 2.18 2.21
Charlotte Mecklenburg 2.18 1.66
Atlanta DeKalb 3.85 3.45 13.00 3.26 2.84 3.59
Denver Arapahoe 3.28 0.86 4.33 1.63 2.55
San Antonio Bexar 1.59 0.86 4.34 1.16
Rochester Monroe 1.63 2.57 2.19 1.92 1.16
Portland Multnomah 3.19 1.72 4.34 6.63
Boston Worceste 1.63 1.64 1.48
Omaha Douglas 2.89 1.66
Baltimore Baltimore 0.87 3.26 0.74
Birmingham Jefferson 1.90
Nashville Davidson 7.17
Memphis Shelby 4.34 2.65
Portland Washington 0.64 0.27
Lawrence, MA Essex 0.64 3.28 0.86 2.53
New Haven New Haven 1.46 2.13 3.85 2.69 13.00 1.85 2.21
Detroit Wayne
Atlanta Gwinnett 1.93 0.69
LQs A R A R A R A A A R A A R R R
Note: Growth quotients for industry clusters by SIC codes. MSA names have been shortened. A Chi-square test was used to see if the growth
quotients for that SIC were similar. Accepted LQs were similar based on a conﬁcence level of 95% or more.
A 5 Accepted and R 5 Rejected.THE SURVIVAL AND BIRTH OF FIRMS 179
Exhibit 7
Growth Quotients for Combined SIC 35, 36 and 38
concentration of headquarters in the major metropolitan areas with special emphasis
on the Northeast corridor. Approximately 45% of the 723 counties held the
headquarters of only one ﬁrm.
From 1986 though 1996, 1455 headquarters in 366 counties survived and did not
move beyond county lines. Forty core counties housed more than 50% of the survival
headquarters (see Exhibit 2). Ninety-three counties had only one survival ﬁrm each
and did not capture any additional headquarters.
The leading three counties for both 1997 ﬁrms and survival ﬁrms were Manhattan
(New York County), Chicago (Cook County) and San Jose (Santa Clara County).
Exhibits 3 and 4 identify counties with greater than twenty total ﬁrms.
Was the number of survival headquarters a factor in the spawning new headquarters?
With few exceptions, the core counties spawn new ﬁrms. Exhibit 5 shows that the
number of ﬁrms in 1997 was approximately four times the number of survival
headquarters in each county. Conspicuous outliers include Manhattan and San Jose,
which are unusual in their high growth. The Manhattan increase was due primarily
to investment fund activity (SIC 6199), which accounts for more than 40% of the
ﬁrms listed. The San Jose increase was concentrated in electrical and testing
machinery and computers.
Did the counties with diverse groups of survival ﬁrms in SICs equally capture new























































































Industrial S35 24.29 0.44
Electric S36 25.20 20.14 20.55
Measure S38 25.04 20.10 20.63 0.06
Combined 30’s S353638 28.17 20.14 20.78 0.08 20.03
Communications S48 21.83 1.00 0.80 1.36 1.15 1.46
Banks S60 24.73 20.79 21.10 20.60 20.67 20.74 21.52
Investment
Broker
S62 21.92 2.99 2.67 3.45 3.38 4.83 1.01 3.74
Insurance S63 23.31 2.00 1.66 2.38 2.16 3.03 0.33 2.73 21.25
Trusts S67 23.12 0.78 0.53 0.99 0.97 1.11 20.34 1.51 21.79 21.13
Combined 60’s S4860237 27.15 20.67 21.23 20.54 20.62 20.85 21.78 0.32 24.81 23.92 21.71
Business Services S73 23.73 0.98 0.68 1.25 1.38 1.61 20.3 1.61 20.20 20.91 0.13 1.87
Medical S80 21.45 2.67 2.52 2.97 3.16 3.84 0.92 3.39 20.06 1.13 1.94 4.00 1.86
Professional Serv. S87 22.15 2.64 2.52 3.23 3.36 4.43 0.92 3.20 20.22 1.10 1.67 4.04 1.83 20.09
Note: t-Statistics are in bold. Accept that the pairs of Qs are similar across counties at the 95% conﬁdence level.THE SURVIVAL AND BIRTH OF FIRMS 181
Exhibit 9
‘‘Growth Quotients’’ of Disparate SIC Groups: Oil (13), Security Brokers (62)
and Business Services (73)
13 Q under 1 OIL
13 Q over 1 OIL
62 Q under 1 SECURITY BROKERS
62 Q over 1 SECURITY BROKERS
73 Q under 1 BUSINESS SERVICES
73 Q over 1 BUSINESS SERVICES
headquarters between 1995 and 1997, pharmaceuticals (S28) joined the list of SICs
that Shilton and Stanley (1999) found clustered their headquarters. Exhibit 6
summarizes the patterns: (1) uniform shrinkage across counties: the oil industry (S13);
(2) uniform growth across counties that had a survival group: industrial machinery
(S35), measurement machinery (S38), communications (S48), commercial banks
(S60), investment brokers (S62) and trusts (S67); and (3) nonuniform growth: drugs
(S28), electrical (S36), insurance companies (S63), business services (S73), medical
services (S80) and professional services (S87).
To incorporate synergistic possibilities of related industrial sectors, the counts of
headquarters for the 35, 36, 38 SIC codes, which can be viewed as the emerging
sophisticated and high tech sectors, were summed for each county. The money (S60,
S62, S63 and S67) and communications (S48) sectors were summed for each county.
Shilton and Stanley (1999) found that the money and communications groups
clustered together. These sectors displayed even growth, but the sophisticated, high-
tech sector did not. In Exhibit 7, the dark columns, which are quotients less than one,
show that some counties did not beneﬁt from the new wave of technology. Despite
the implications of the ‘‘Rust Belt’’ label, there was a profusion of positive GQs of
greater than one in that section of the country.
Did counties with unique SIC survival headquarter clusters continue to maintain that
unique clustering? Exhibit 8 provides the t-Statistic for each set of paired samples182 JOURNAL OF REAL ESTATE RESEARCH


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Change in Headquarters Diversity
County MSA Headquarters 1997 Diversity 1997 Headquarters Survival Headquarters Diversity Survival Headquarters Change
DuPage Chicago 0.332 77 0.171 15 0.16
Westchester New York 0.261 38 0.104 6 0.16
New Haven Waterbury 0.358 22 0.206 8 0.15
Bexar San Antonio 0.203 26 0.064 5 0.14
Shelby Memphis 0.242 24 0.104 3 0.14
Essex Boston 0.269 23 0.133 4 0.14
Cook Chicago 0.530 254 0.397 54 0.13
Middlesex Middlesex, NJ 0.401 38 0.270 9 0.13
Franklin Columbus 0.260 38 0.130 9 0.13
Wayne Detroit 0.197 22 0.069 5 0.13
Worcester Fitchburgh 0.274 25 0.156 8 0.12
Bergen Bergen-Passaic, NJ 0.365 47 0.250 16 0.12
Middlesex Boston 0.422 193 0.307 28 0.11
Suffolk Nassau-Suffolk, NY 0.414 46 0.301 15 0.11
St. Louis St. Louis 0.240 40 0.128 9 0.11
Mecklenberg Charlotte, NC 0.286 27 0.184 10 0.10
Maricopa Phoenix 0.167 62 0.066 5 0.10
Monroe Rochester, NY 0.259 25 0.165 12 0.09
Ramsey Minneapolis 0.253 29 0.162 9 0.09
Arapahoe Denver 0.121 26 0.037 7 0.08
Milwaukee Milwaukee 0.387 37 0.314 14 0.07
Davidson Nashville 0.118 24 0.049 3 0.07
Salt Lake Salt Lake City 0.232 29 0.178 4 0.05
Jefferson Birmingham 0.091 24 0.038 5 0.05
Hartford Hartford 0.324 39 0.276 18 0.05
Harris Houston 0.186 172 0.153 30 0.03184 JOURNAL OF REAL ESTATE RESEARCH
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Exhibit 11
Industry Headquarter Groups that Inﬂuence Change in Headquarters
Diversity
Variable B SE B T Sig T
Misc. Services (SIC 89) 20.044 0.008 25.5 0.00
Auto Parts Dist. (SIC 55) 20.046 0.023 22.1 0.04
Metal Fabrication (SIC 34) 0.019 0.010 2.0 0.05
Medical (SIC 80) 0.015 0.007 2.2 0.03
Constant 0.127 0.012 8.2 0.00
Note: The dependent variable is Change in Diversity: Multiple R 5 .660, R2 5 .435, Adj. R2 5 .399
and Std. Error 5 .082. For the regression: DF 5 4, Sum of Squares 5 .314 and the Mean Square
5 .078. For the residual: DF 5 61, Sum of Squares 5 .406 and Mean Square 5 .007.
across counties. Many groups tended to overlap, but the SIC groups that generally
did not overlap were: oil, the investment brokers, insurance, medical and professional
services. The one group that tended to overlap with the other major SIC groups was
business services. The wide coverage of business services that must assist all
businesses in contrast to the tight clustering of oil and investment brokers (S62) is
illustrated in Exhibit 9.
Did diversity beget diversity? Diversity in survival headquarters did not necessarily
beget diversity in subsequent headquarters (see Exhibit 10). Increased diversity could
not be explained by the location of the county, the number of survival headquarters
or the number of 1997 headquarters. Some counties with large numbers of survival
headquarters increased their diversity: Tampa, Seattle and Minneapolis. Other counties
decreased or barely maintained their diversity: New York, San Jose, Orange County
CA and Los Angeles. Chicago’s Cook County, among the highest in 1997
headquarters diversity, continued to renew its mix of headquarters activities, while
New York’s Manhattan lived primarily on its ﬁnancial services.
Activities that helped to increase the diversity of a county included metal fabrication
industries (not computer nor high tech industries) and medical headquarters, but a
county with the headquarters of auto parts or a miscellaneous services ﬁrm found its
diversity decreased (see Exhibit 11).
Conclusion
The corporate and real estate communities often disagree about the future physical
locations of the headquarters of corporations. The continued clustering of ﬁrm
headquarters in major counties tends to support the theory that executives will cluster
their headquarters with similar type ﬁrms to enjoy a competitive synergy. These
companies tap pools of skilled labor and information (Porter, 1998).186 JOURNAL OF REAL ESTATE RESEARCH
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Two patterns emerged. Some metropolitan areas attracted headquarters because of the
diversity of the businesses. Other metropolitan areas attracted unique clusters of
headquarters. In contrast, the pattern of dispersion did not occur. As new ﬁrms
emerged, they tended to cluster spatially to the surviving headquarters groupings of
that industry. Firms may come and ﬁrms may go, but counties with a noticeable
number of survival ﬁrms continued to draw the headquarters of new ﬁrms. The number
of ﬁrms in a county was not a measure of the diversity of these ﬁrms. There were
conﬂicting signs about whether the diversity of corporate headquarters increasing or
decreasing in the major business counties.
The emergence of the drug/biotech sector and the continued clustering of ﬁnancial
asset/service ﬁrms raises anew the question of the importance of university links and
judicial center links. The results here appear to contradict the convergence school that
suggests that over time ﬁrms will locate equally on the spatial playing ﬁeld. Indeed,
this study illustrates the major paradox: even though major population movements are
to the south and the west, the creation of the headquarters of publicly listed
corporations continues aggressively in the declining population areas of the northeast.
This puzzle remains to be solved.
Notes
1 ‘‘With technology today you don’t have to be a business based in one ofﬁce,’’ Donald Brydon,
head of AXA. Financial Times, April 23, 1998, p. 21.
2 A non-parametric test was used because the sets are not of the same number of cases.
References
Anderson, S., Spatial Equilibrium with Footloose Firms, Journal of Regional Science, 1992,
32:3, 309–20.
Barro, R. J. and X. Sala-I-Martin, Convergence, Journal of Political Economy, 1992, 100:2,
223–51.
Ellison, G. and E. Gleaser, Geographic Concentration in U.S. Manufacturing Industries: A
Dartboard Approach, Journal of Political Economy, 1997, 105:5, 889–927.
Holloway, S. and J. Wheeler, Corporate Headquarters Relocation and Changes in Metropolitan
Corporate Dominance, 1980–87, Economic Geography, 1991, 67:1, 55–72.
Ihlanfeldt, K., Intrametropolitan Location of New Ofﬁce Firms, Land Economics, 1990, 66:2,
182–98.
Klepper, S., Entry, Exit, Growth, and Innovation over the Product Life Cycle, American
Economic Review, 1990, 86:3, 562–83.
Louargand, M. and L. Shilton, The Movement of Corporate Headquarters, Paper presented at
the 1997 American Real Estate Society Meeting.
Mills, E., An Aggregative Model of Resource Allocation in a Metropolitan Area, American
Economic Review, 1967, 57:2, 197–210.
Porter, M., Location, Clusters, and the ‘New’ Micro-Economics of Competition, Business
Economics, 1998, 33:1, 7–13.
Schumpeter, J., The Theory of Economic Development, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1934.THE SURVIVAL AND BIRTH OF FIRMS 187
Shilton, L. and C. Stanley, Spatial Patterns of Headquarters, Journal of Real Estate Research,
1999, 17:3.
The authors wish to acknowledge the funding support of the Fordham Graduate School of
Business and Cornerstone Realty Advisors, the comments of two anonymous reviewers and
the participants of the 1998 ARES and the 1999 American Real Estate and Urban
Economics Association conferences, especially Bruce A. Weinberg.